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All persons are by nature free and independent, and have certain natural and unalienable rights, among which are those of 
enjoying and defending life and liberty, of acquiring, possessing, and protecting property, and ofpursuing and obtaining safety 
and happiness. — Article 1, Section 1, New Jersey State Constitution 


“Neither Confirm Nor Deny”: 
The History of the Glomar 
Response 

By Nate Jones 

The Central Intelligence 
Agency’s ability to claim that it can 
“neither confirm nor deny the existence 
or nonexistence” of “the use of 
unmanned aerial vehicles” derives to 
another vehicle. A boat. An extremely 
large boat. 

The Glomar Explorer, as 
WNYC’s Radiolab explains, was built 
by the CIA with help from Howard 
Hughes for the six year (1968-1974) 
Project Azorian, a secret, ambitious 
endeavor to salvage and examine a 
Soviet Golf-11 class submarine -and its 
three one-megaton nuclear missiles- 
which [lost all hands] and sunk to the 
ocean floor 1,560 miles northwest of 
Hawaii. As Project Azorian developed, 
Seymour Hersh sniffed a story, but the 
CIA successfully convinced The New 
York Times to suppress publication. A 
year later a journalist, Ann Phillippi, 
filed a Freedom of Information Act 
request for documents about the 
Glomar Explorer and the CIA’s 
attempts to censor press coverage. 
The CIA, questionably citing FOIA law, 
claimed it could “neither confirm nor 
deny” that documents about either the 
ship or the censorship existed; a judge 
agreed. The term “Glomar response” 
stuck. And so did the ability for the CIA 
(and the entire US government) to 
refuse to confirm or deny the existence 
of documents in response to FOIA 
requesters. 

So how do we know so 
much today about the Glomar Explorer 
and Project Azorian? Ironically, 
because of the Freedom of Information 
Act. In 2010, my colleagues at the 
National Security Archive got their 


hands on a series of declassified table 
of contents to Studies in Intelligence , 
the CIA’s classified in-house journal. 
One of them, the Fall 1985 edition, 
included the title: “Project Azorian - 
The Story of the Hughes Glomar 
Explorer (Secret).” We filed a FOIA 
request, and eventually received the 
redacted, but still encompassing and 
fascinating, internal CIA history of The 
Glomar Explorer —highly worth a 
read.... After the National Security 
Archive posted the CIA’s history of 
Project Azorian, retired CIA officer 
David Sharp, who served on the crew 
of the Glomar Explorer, was finally able 
to publish his book, The CIA’s Greatest 
Covert Operation: Inside the Daring 
Mission to Recover a Nuclear-armed 
Soviet Sub. Until the declassification of 
the Studies in Intelligence article, the 
CIA’s Publication Review Board had 
refused to give full approval to Sharp to 
publish his book. 

The CIA’s ultimate 
declassification of the history of the 
covert operation can be seen as a 
direct result of President Obama’s 
Executive Order on Classification which 
states, “No information may remain 
classified indefinitely.” 

Sadly, the wisdom that led 
the CIA to declassify its secret history 
of the Glomar Explorer has largely not 
spread to other parts of the Agency -or 
the rest of the federal government. The 
use of Glomar non-denial denials also 
remains rampant; just this week, two 
more headscratchers have occurred. 

First, the NSA sent two FOIA 
response letters to Freedom of the 
Press Foundation reporter (and “FOIA 
Terrorist 11 ) Jason Leopold. The first 
refused to confirm or deny the 
existence of project DISHFIRE, an 
operation which captures SMS text 
messages. Bafflingly, the second letter 


confirmed the existence of DISHFIRE 
so that it could deny his request for 
expedited processing. 

Second, Archivista Mike 
Evans posted earlier today about 
another NSA refusal to confirm or deny 
the existence of documents on its 
involvement in a Top Secret U.S. 
intelligence facility in Mexico City - 
despite a previously declassified 
Department of Defense memo 
describing the NSA’s role in conducting 
“high value targeting” from this facility. 

Finally, in a bit of good 
news, last March the DC Court of 
Appeals ruled against the CIA’s Glomar 
response on drones that opened this 
article. The panel refreshingly told the 
CIA that, “[G]iven [such] statements by 
the Director, the President, and the 
President’s counterterrorism advisor, 
the Agency’s declaration that ‘no 
authorized CIA or Executive Branch 
official has disclosed whether or not the 
CIA . . . has an interest in drone 
strikes,’ is at this point neither logical 
nor plausible. 

Of course, if an agency 
loses a Glomar appeal, it is not 
uncommon for that agency simply to 
admit that, yes the documents exist, 
but they remain properly classified. So 
no, you cannot see them. On the other 
hand, as the National Security 
Archive’s receipt of the CIA’s history of 
the Glomar Explorer has shown, “no 
information may remain classified 
indefinitely.” 

-- nsarchive.wordpress.com/2014/02/11 

DOJ fights federal judge’s 
order for lawyers to attend 
ethics training 

The Justice Department 
moved Tuesday to fight a federal 
judge’s order that its lawyers undergo 







mandatory ethics training, after the 
DOJ was accused of misleading the 
courts over President Obama's 
immigration executive actions. 

In filings Tuesday, the 
department said the order would "far 
exceed the bounds of appropriate 
remedies" and would cost the 
department millions. 

U.S. District Judge Andrew 
Hanen, of Texas, had issued the order 
after alleging DOJ attorneys misled him 
about the implementation of Obama’s 
executive orders on illegal immigrants. 

Attorneys had told Hanen 
that a key component - an expansion 
of a 2012 program to protect illegal 
immigrants from deportation if they 
were brought to the U.S. as children - 
hadn’t been implemented. But officials 
later revealed they had given more 
than 108,000 people three-year 
reprieves from deportation under the 
expanded rules, as well as work 
permits. 

Hanen blocked Obama's 
actions and the case is now before the 
Supreme Court. 

Hanen’s scathing order 
accused the DOJ of a “calculated plan 
of unethical conduct.” He ordered that 
all DOJ lawyers attend a yearly ethics 
course. He also ordered the 
department to turn over the names of 
those who received the reprieves. 

"Such conduct is certainly 
not worthy of any department whose 
name includes the word 'Justice,"' 
Hanen said. 

The Department of Justice 
responded, saying that it "emphatically" 
disagrees with the judge’s ruling, 
claiming that none of its lawyers 
intended to deceive. The filing requests 
Hanen’s order be put on hold. 

In Tuesday’s filing, the DOJ 
said. “The sanctions imposed by this 
Court unjustifiably impose irreparable 
injury on the Department of Justice, the 
Department of Homeland Security 
(DHS), and thousands of innocent third 
parties,” the filing said. 

The department also 
argued the order to turn over the list of 
those who were given reprieves would 
undermine trust in the Department of 
Homeland Security’s ability to maintain 
the confidentiality of personal 
information. 

“The Department 

emphatically disagrees with the 
sanctions orders and will seek review 
of this matter in the 5th Circuit Court of 
Appeals," a Department of Justice 
spokesman said in a statement. 

— www.foxnews.com May 31,2016 

Commentary: We agree 
that the attorneys should not be forced 


to take ethics classes. They should be 
fined, disbarred and sent to prison 
instead. - needtoknownews 
2016/06/03 

Katie Couric gun control film 
entangled in #Gungate and a 
question of ethics 

When news anchor Katie 
Couric debuted her documentary Under 
the Gun earlier this month, she billed it 
as a balanced look at the gun control 
debate. 

There was a “huge silent 
majority” of gun owners, she said, who 
supported moderate gun control 
measures, and that many National Rifle 
Association members did not agree 
with the group’s political positions. 

Just two weeks later, Couric 
and director Stephanie Soechtig are 
under pressure over what many 
observers are calling deceptive editing. 
The leader of a gun rights group 
featured in the documentary says the 
film edited out gun owners’ responses 
to one of Couric’s questions - and 
instead has them sitting in silence, 
looking “stupid”. 

in the press, criticism has 
been fierce. National Public Radio’s 
David Folkenflik said the “manipulation 
- and that’s what it was - would not 
pass muster at NPR under its principles 
for fairness”. At the Washington Post, 
Erik Wemple called Soechtig’s initial 
response to the criticism “weaselly” and 
wrote: “An apology, retraction, re- 
editing, whatever it is that film-makers 
do to make amends - all of it needs to 
happen here.” 

On Twitter, gun rights 
advocates dubbed the incident 
#Gungate, and the NRA is asking 
members to sign a petition demanding 
Couric be fired from her job as a global 
news anchor at Yahoo. 

“EPIX stands behind Katie 
Couric, director Stephanie Soechtig, 
and their creative and editorial 
judgment,” the company distributing the 
film said in a statement on Wednesday. 
“We encourage people to watch the 
film and decide for themselves.” 

Yahoo did not respond to a 
request for comment. 

In the film, in a moment at 
least one reviewer highlighted as 
particularly telling, Couric asks a group 
of gun rights advocates from Virginia: 
“If there are no background checks for 
gun purchasers, how do you prevent 
felons or terrorists from purchasing a 
gun?” 

The question is followed by 
several seconds of silence and footage 
of members of Virginia Citizens 


Defense League looking uncertain. It is 
a moment that seems to back up the 
central argument of the film: that there 
are some “common sense” gun control 
policies that almost all Americans 
support - and that even passionate gun 
rights activists can’t find a way to argue 
against. 

It is also a moment that the 
president of the Virginia Citizens 
Defense League says never happened. 

Philip Van Cleave says he 
and another group members made 
audio recordings of the interview with 
Couric. In his recording, there is no 
silence after Couric’s question. Instead, 
a member responds immediately: “One, 
if you’re not in jail, you should still have 
your basic rights ... if you’re a felon and 
you’ve done your time, you should 
have your rights.” 

Another says: “The fact is, 
we do have statutes both at the federal 
and state level that prohibit classes of 
people from being in possession of 
firearms ... These things are already 
illegal. What we are really asking about 
is a question of prior restraint.” 

The discrepancy between 
the audio recording and the way the 
film portrayed the question was first 
reported by the Washington Free 
Beacon and Ammoland, he said. 

In response to questions 
about the discrepancy, Soechtig said in 
a statement to the Washington Post: 
“My intention was to provide a pause 
for the viewer to have a moment to 
consider this important question before 
presenting the facts on Americans’ 
opinions on background checks. I 
never intended to make anyone look 
bad and I apologize if anyone felt that 
way.” 

“We’ve scarcely seen a 
thinner, more weaselly excuse,” wrote 
the Post’s Wemple. 

Van Cleave called the 
statement a “non-apology” and that 
Soechtig’s “own family probably 
wouldn’t have accepted from her 
without an argument”. 

“What they wanted the 
people to consider wasn’t the question 
that was asked about background 
checks - they wanted eight seconds for 
people to consider how stupid [the gun 
owners] were,” Van Cleave said. 

Soechtig did not respond to 
a request for comment. In an interview 
earlier this month, she told the 
Guardian making the film had 
convinced her gun owners had been 
“duped” by the NRA. 

Couric released a brief 
statement in support of her director and 
the film. A spokeswoman for the film 
told NPR Couric “questioned the 




pause, but the director made the 
decision to use it to lead into the 
discussion of the hole in background 
checks”. 

Van Cleave countered that 
Couric “has been a leader in this 
business for a very long time”, so “she 
of all people should have the ethics of 
journalism memorized.” 

Todd Gitlin, a professor and 
media ethics specialist at Columbia 
University’s Journalism School, said 
both the edit and the initial apology 
were not appropriate. 

“The editing was indeed 
manipulative - and I go further: 
malpractice,” he wrote in an e-mail. 

“An apology for making 
somebody feel bad is not a serious 
apology. It doesn’t reckon with right 
and wrong, it only says, ‘I’m sorry 
somebody felt bad.’ A 
misrepresentation is a 

misrepresentation regardless of 
whether somebody feels bad, good, or 
appreciative.” 

Van Cleave said Under the 
Gun was “a gun control movie”, not a 
balanced look at the issue - a view 
shared by many reviewers. 

“I’ve been doing this for 
many, many years now,” he said. “I 
know I’m not going to get equal time. I 
don’t care, as long as our words are left 
alone.” 

- www.guardian.com/2016/may/28 

Under the Gun’ Director 
Refuses to Apologize to 
‘Radical’ Group 

By Geoffrey Dickens 

While Katie Couric finally 
expressed some regret for a deceptive 
edit in her anti-gun documentary, the 
director of “Under the Gun” remains 
defiant. 

On Wednesday, Stephanie 
Soechtig told the online version of 
Variety magazine that “had I known 
that the NRA would focus on eight 
seconds of a two-hour film, I might 
have done things differently. But I 
made the creative decision and I stand 
by it.” 

Soechtig also revealed her 
true anti-gun rights agenda when she 
huffed: “If I wanted to make them 
[Virginia Citizens Defense League] look 
bad, I would have focused exclusively 
on their radical ideology. But I didn’t do 
that.” Later in the interview, Soechtig 
added: “It’s interesting that they’re 
focusing on what’s not in the film 
instead of what is in the film, because if 
they focused on what is in the film, it 
would threaten their livelihood. This is 
very textbook gun-lobby intimidation 


tactics, and I won’t be 
intimidated....There is a small but noisy 
fringe in this country. They’ve been 
really loud, and to be honest they’ve 
been really successful in preventing our 
legislators from passing any meaningful 
legislation on this issue.” 

On her now infamous 
“creative decision” to misrepresent the 
VCDL members’ response, Soechtig 
explained: “The terror watch list is a 
real pivotal feature in the film, as is the 
whole notion of background checks. So 
this felt like a really crucial time to stop 
down and allow the audience a 
moment to let that question sink in.” 
She added that a documentary “has a 
different standard than the nightly news 
has. When you’re making a film like 
this, the goal is to get people to come 
to theaters to watch your film. You have 
to provide a thematic experience for 
them. I don’t think we misconstrued any 
of the facts.” 

-- newsbuster.org/blogs June 2, 2016 

Commentary: So, 

Stephanie Soechtig, who made the 
“documentary” with executive producer 
Katie Couric, is now saying that she’s 
exempt from any journalistic standards 
because she is making a “film.” Funny, 
when VCDL was approached, and I 
have this in writing, I was told that it 
was a “documentary.” -- Philip Van 
Cleave, VCDL President email June 3. 

Self-defense is still important 

By Roger Harris 

The author of “Myths and 
truths about the Second Amendment” 
Jan. 10, commentary, didn’t tell the 
truth about the American Revolution or 
the Second Amendment. Readers can 
easily find out about both on the 
internet by reading the 64-page 
majority opinion in the U.S. Supreme 
Court decision, District of Columbia v. 
Heller, 554 U.S. 570, (2008). 

While the author misinforms 
that hunting and self-protection have 
nothing to do with the Second 
Amendment, the Supreme Court ruled 
that the District of Columbia violated 
the Second Amendment by prohibiting 
a handgun in a home for the purpose of 
immediate self-defense. 

The author asserts that the 
Second Amendment was solely about 
militias. She might be surprised if she 
read the Heller decision to find out why 
the founders wanted to preserve 
militias, but the fact is that the first 
clause of the Second Amendment [A 
well regulated Militia, being necessary 
to the security of a free State] is the 
reason the founders wanted it written 
into the Constitution. 


The Supreme Court found 
that the militia clause did not limit the 
second clause, i.e., “(T)he right of the 
people to keep and bear arms shall not 
be infringed.” 

She tells us that American 
muskets had nothing to do with winning 
our independence; we owe that to 
France, she claims. In fact, not only did 
our muskets win independence, the 
British attempt to take them sparked 
the armed conflict in the first place 

On April 18, 1775, a spy 
confirmed rumors that the British Army 
would be heading to Concord to seize 
arms stored by the militia, as well as, 
arrest Samuel Adams and John 
Hancock. Paul Revere and his network 
of riders rode to spread the word. Most 
Americans know what happened in 
Lexington and Concord that night. 
Swarms of ordinary farmers with their 
muskets picked off British soldiers all 
the way back to Boston. The British 
were seriously depleted in the Battle of 
Bunker Hill, and forced to evacuate. 
The French navy nowhere in sight. 

Much lesser known is that 
before word of Concord and Lexington 
reached Virginia, Patrick Henry led 
thousands of ordinary farmers to 
demand the return of gunpowder 
seized by the royal governor. Dunmore 
and his British troops had to flee from 
Williamsburg to the safety of their 
ships. No Frenchmen in sight. 

We have to recognize that 
help from the French ended the war 
earlier but the French did not come to 
our aid until, after five years of war, it 
became evident that America would 
win its independence, anyway. 

She ends by suggesting 
that the gun debate should be focused 
on what is right for our present-day 
society. My police experience informs 
me that, even in heavily-populated 
cities, the police nearly always arrive 
after the violence has been completed. 
Victims don’t usually have a chance to 
call while being attacked. 

We have to leave citizens 
the right of self-defense with weapons 
at least as good as those that will be 
stolen or bought on the black market by 
career criminals. Gangs killed 100 
people in Chicago in the first 10 days of 
this year. Do you believe those gangs 
passed background checks, or were 
wealthy enough to get a gun permit? 

Any delays in background 
checks denies potential victims the 
ability to prepare in situations like those 
in upper New York state when two 
convicted murderers were on the loose. 

I argue that self-protection 
is just as important today as it was 
when Indians were raiding settlers in 




Western Virginia in the 1700’s. Some of 
those raids could have been less 
successful if the farmers had their rifles 
with them as they worked in the fields. 

Harris is a retired police 
detective and instructor of legal topics. 

www.roanoketimes.com/opinion 
March 2, 2016 

FBI Develops Tattoo Tracking 
Technology 

The FBI is developing 
tattoo-recognition technology capable 
of profiling people by their religion, 
gang affiliation or political ideology, a 
report from the Electronic Freedom 
Foundation has revealed. 

Plans for automated tattoo 
recognition aim to reveal the symbolism 
of people’s tattoos using image- 
recognition algorithms. The FBI worked 
with the National Institute of Standards 
and Technology (NIST) to compile a 
database of 15,000 images of tattoos 
obtained from prison inmates and those 
held on remand. 

The next phase of the 
research will involve 100,000 photos 
taken by local law enforcement in 
Florida, Michigan and Tennessee. 

EFF claims that the tattoo- 
recognition technology echoes 
initiatives by authoritarian governments 
to track and profile their citizens. 

“Tattoos have been used for 
many years to assist law enforcement 
in the identification of criminals and 
victims and for investigative research 
purposes,” NIST states on its website. 

The technology is already 
being deployed across the state of 
Indiana by police forces, while EFF’s 
report also claims that companies, 
including MorphoTrak and DataWorks, 
are offering tattoo recognition as part of 
biometric software packages. 

EFF is calling for NIST’s 
research to be discontinued before the 
next phase “for the sake of civil 
liberties, privacy and dignity.” Neither 
the FBI nor NIST were immediately 
available for comment. 

-- Newsweek June 3, 2016 

Israeli Firm Claims It Can Tell 
if You’re a Terrorist by 
Looking at Your Face 

By Michaela Whitton 

Turning the old idiom that 
“you can’t judge a book by its cover” on 
its head, a software company claims its 
artificial intelligence algorithms can look 
at a face and tell if it’s likely to be a 
terrorist, pedophile, and, wait for it... 
professional poker player. 

The Israeli start-up 
Faception boasts its breakthrough 


computer-vision and learning 
technology can analyze a person’s 
facial image and automatically develop 
a personality profile. The company has 
already signed a contract with the 
Department of Homeland Security, 
according to the Washington Post. The 
Mirror reports Faception’s technology 
correctly identified 9 of the 11 Jihadists 
involved in the Paris massacre with no 
prior information about their 
involvement. 

Faception uses 15 
classifiers that are undetectable to the 
human eye, including extrovert, genius, 
professional poker player, pedophile, 
and terrorist. The classifiers allegedly 
represent a certain persona with a 
unique personality type or collection of 
traits and behaviors. Algorithms then 
score the individual according to their fit 
to the classifiers. 

The startup’s claims were 
validated at a poker tournament, where 
the technology correctly predicted that 
four players out of 50 amateurs would 
be the best. 

That said, Faception chief 
executive Shai Gilboa admitted that the 
system is only correct 80% of the time. 
This means one in five people could be 
incorrectly identified as a pedophile or 
terrorist. 

The new technology raises 
concerns that relying on it will take us 
down a dark route that promotes 
dubious preconceptions of who and 
what constitutes a terrorist. If the 
creepy profiling really is accurate, 
however, perhaps the first places it 
should be rolled out are in the corridors 
of power and the film industry. 

-- theAntiMedia.org May 29, 2016 

16 Most Infamous Hillary 
Clinton Scandals (#9-12) 

Do these scandals make 
Hillary fit for the role of Commander in 
Chief? Check out Hillary’s 16 most 
notorious scandals, and decide for 
yourself. 

9. Travelgate scandal. Just a few 
months after Bill Clinton entered the 
White House the well-known 
Travelgate scandal ensued. In 1993 
seven White House employees were 
fired for questionable accounting 
practices. Apparently Hillary knew all 
about the sudden firings way before 
they actually happened and may well 
have had a part in them. 

10. Monica Lewinsky scandal. 
Everyone remembers this one, as the 
relationship between Bill and Monica, 
who worked closely with him at the 
White House came out. She was only 
an intern at the time, and apparently 


had sexual relations with Bill, even 
though he was married. Hillary totally 
denied that her husband did anything 
untoward and said on the record that 
the whole thing had been a “vast right- 
wing conspiracy." 

11. 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
scandal. When the Clinton 
administration handed over the keys of 
the White House to the incoming Bush 
administration, allegations of “damage, 
theft, vandalism and pranks” were in 
abundance. When the Clinton’s moved 
to their New York home they allegedly 
took items from the White House which 
they shouldn’t have, totalling a 
shocking $190,000. The couple 
ultimately returned the items, but the 
scandal lived on. 

12. Whitewater scandal. Whitewater is 
the generic term for a bunch of 
scandals attributed to the Clintons. For 
example, they purchased a few 
hundred acres of land with their friends 
Jim and Susan McDougal along the 
White River in the Ozarks. That deal 
failed and many shady business 
dealings came out. 

lifedaily.com/16-most-notorious- 

hillary-clinton-scandals 

Ed.: Next month scandals 

13-16. 

How Corporate America 
Bought Hillary Clinton for $21 
Million 

Ronald Reagan was 
severely criticized in 1989 when, after 
he left office, he was paid $2 million for 
a couple of speeches in Japan. “The 
founding fathers would have been 
stunned that an occupant of the highest 
office in this land turned it into bucks,” 
sniffed a Columbia professor. 

So what would Washington 
and Jefferson make of Hillary Rodham 
Clinton? Mandatory financial 
disclosures released this month show 
that, in just the two years from April 

2013 to March 2015, the former first 
lady, senator and secretary of state 
collected $21,667,000 in “speaking 
fees,” not to mention the cool $5 mil 
she corralled as an advance for her 

2014 flop book, “Hard Choices”. 

Throw in the additional 
$26,630,000 her ex-president husband 
hoovered up in personal-appearance 
“honoraria,” and the nation can breathe 
a collective sigh of relief that the former 
first couple — who, according to Hillary, 
were “dead broke” when they left the 
White House in 2001 with some of the 
furniture in tow — can finally make 
ends meet. - NY Post May 22, 2016 




States Caught in Tug-of-War 
Over Whether Cops Can Keep 
Your Stuff 

By Ashley Balcerzak 

Maryland on May 19 
became the latest state to restrict civil 
asset forfeiture — the process that 
allows police to keep property 
suspected of being connected to illegal 
activity, without having to convict, or 
even charge, the owner with a crime. 

Backers and opponents of 
asset forfeiture - which emerged from 
the drug war of the 1980s - represent 
influential constituencies: Police and 
prosecutors versus liberals and 
libertarians that decry civil forfeiture as 
policing for profit that rides roughshod 
over individual rights. 

Together conservative 
giants such as the American Legislative 
Exchange Council, the Charles Koch 
Institute and the libertarian Institute for 
Justice and the Cato Institute, plus 
liberal players such as Common 
Cause, the ACLU and the Drug Policy 
Alliance have distributed “model” 
legislation that would bar asset 
forfeiture in civil, rather than criminal, 
proceedings. The odds are stacked 
against property owners in civil 
forfeiture, because they must provide 
their own attorneys and the 
government has a lower burden of 
proof than in criminal cases. 

The allies want criminal 
convictions to be the threshold for 
whether assets can be forfeited, public 
disclosure of what’s been taken and the 
creation of general funds to hold the 
forfeited goods, rather than in law 
enforcement accounts. The measures 
also attempt to limit so-called equitable 
sharing, through which federal and 
local police divvy up the seized booty, 
which can range from cars and cash to 
bridal gowns. 

But law enforcement groups 
have fiercely pushed back against the 
proposed changes. 

Cops say the funds help pay 
for drug buys in sting operations, 
equipment, weapons and police¬ 
training programs. Utah collected about 
$11.3 million in its forfeiture funds over 
10 years, while California kept $29 
million in forfeitures in 2015. However, 
thirty-six states don’t require agencies 
to post forfeiture reports online, and 
many don’t aggregate all state data. 

Congress faltered on federal 
bills to end sharing between federal 
and local authorities and to require a 
higher burden of proof before seizing 
property, but a bipartisan group of 
congressional leaders became more 
vocal in recent weeks about a seizure 


from a Christian rock band called Klo & 
Kweh Music Team. During a traffic stop 
for a broken tail light, deputies seized 
$53,000 in donations meant for a Thai 
orphanage and Christian school in 
Myanmar because a band member 
gave “inconsistent stories” about the 
money’s origin. “Unless Congress 
takes action, state efforts to stop civil 
forfeiture abuse mean very little,” Rep. 
Darryl Issa (R-CA) wrote in a Los 
Angeles Times op-ed May 4. 

Civil forfeiture originated from 
17th-century British maritime law that 
normally applied to piracy or customs 
matters. The government sought an 
avenue to take and keep ships and 
cargo regardless of guilt, as trials were 
difficult when the owners were 
overseas or not in the country’s 
jurisdiction. So, officials charged the 
property itself — as opposed to a 
person — with a crime. 

As the war on drugs raged, 
Congress gave police the power to 
keep vehicles transporting narcotics 
and cash. Soon states began passing 
similar laws, opening the doors for local 
law enforcement to keep seized goods 
and cash. 

But in 2010, the libertarian 
Institute for Justice released its first 
“Policing for Profit” report, which 
argued that civil forfeiture laws in most 
states created a dangerous profit 
motive for police. The New Yorker and 
The Washington Post published 
investigations highlighting cases of 
abuse. 

Lee McGrath, the Institute for 
Justice’s legislative counsel said, 
“When cops, sheriffs and prosecutors 
can raise money themselves and have 
it supplement the budget, they are 
combining the purse and the sword and 
are violating the separation of powers." 

The advocates’ biggest win 
came in April 2015 when New Mexico 
banned civil asset forfeiture entirely 
and required greater transparency for 
criminal forfeiture, in which conviction 
of a person is required before property 
can be kept. Proceeds must now go 
into a general fund, and agencies are 
effectively banned from sharing 
property with the federal government. 

Even some cops involved in 
seizing property are uncomfortable with 
the process. 

In Maryland legislators heard 
from officers opposing forfeiture, 
including Garland Nixon, a retired 
officer from the Maryland Natural 
Resources Police, who said lawmakers 
shouldn’t wait for a scandal to change 
the law. 

“I don’t want to be in a country 
where we have to trust that they won’t 


do it,” Nixon said in a Maryland Senate 
hearing. “I want to be in a country 
where the law says they can’t do it.” 

- www.publicintegrity.org/2016/05/19 

When Gun Control Kills [in 
New Jersey] 

By Erich Pratt 

Last June, Carol Bowne 
was murdered outside her New Jersey 
home by a violent felon who had 
threatened heron several occasions. 

The 39-year-old hairdresser 
had secured a restraining order against 
the former boyfriend, and had even 
installed security cameras and an 
alarm system. 

But realizing these 
measures would not be enough, she 
applied for a permit to purchase a 
handgun on April 21,2015. 

Sadly, she was still waiting 
for permission to purchase her weapon 
on June 3, the day that her former 
boyfriend stabbed her to death. 

State law requires that 
Garden State residents be issued their 
Firearms Purchaser ID card within 30 
days, but gun owners report that delays 
of up to six -- or even nine -- months 
are common. 

Carol was still waiting 43 
days later, when she was murdered. 

Carol’s killer didn’t need a 
gun, but Carol sure did. And she could 
still be alive today if arrogant 
[lawbreaking] officials had not denied 
her the right to protect herself. 

The Second Amendment 
guarantees that all citizens have the 
right to keep and bear arms, without 
that right being infringed. 

But this is gun control’s 
legacy — restrictive laws that fail to 
disarm criminals, even while they make 
it harder for honest citizens, like Carol, 
to defend themselves. 

One could only hope that 
New Jersey officials would [obey the 
law] and realize that no law-abiding 
citizen should ever have to prove their 
innocence to the government in order 
to exercise their constitutionally- 
protected rights. 

No decent citizen should 
ever have their rights put on hold. 

It’s a matter of life versus 
death. -- Gun Owners of America, 
June 4, 2016 

NJ Denies Concealed Carry 
Permit to Lt Col with Top 
Secret Clearance 

By Jordan Michaels 

The state of New Jersey 
has denied a concealed carry permit to 




a Lieutenant Colonel who holds a Top 
Secret clearance and works at a U.S. 
Army arsenal that was recently the 
target of a terrorist attack. 

Lt. Col. Terry S. Russell 
applied for a concealed carry permit 
almost one year ago, according to the 
National Review. He was denied by 
Oceanport Police Chief Daniel W. 
Barcus because he failed to show 
“justifiable need,” despite the fact that, 
as Russell explained in his application, 

1) “service members, including family 
members, have been specifically 
targeted by radical extremist” groups; 

2) the U.S. military has “verified” that 
“ISIS has placed a significant emphasis 
to actively identify US military 
personnel”; and 

3) that Picatinny Arsenal itself (where 
Russell works) had been evacuated 
recently “due to the discovery of a dry 
run attempt to drive a Vehicle Borne 
Improved Explosive Device onto Post.” 

The Police Chief didn’t buy 
it. 


“There are no specific 
threats or previous attacks on you,” 
Barcus wrote in his denial letter, and 
neither is there any “special danger to 
your life that cannot be avoided by 
means other than by issuance of a 
permit to carry a handgun.” 

Superior Court Judge 
Joseph Oxley sided with Barcus. 
“Although there may have been threats 
received at the Picatinny Arsenal,” 
Monmouth County prosecutor 
Christopher J. Gramiccioni wrote, 
“none of these threats appear to 
specifically relate to this applicant — he 
is in no different position than any other 
person who is assigned to that facility.” 
— jpfo.org/alert/20160530 


US Circuit Court: No Right to 
Carry Concealed Weapons in 
Public 

A divided 9th U.S. Circuit 
Court of Appeals ruled Thursday that 
Americans do not have a constitutional 
right to carry concealed weapons in 
public. 

By a vote of 7-4, the court 
upheld a California law that says 
applicants must cite a "good cause" to 


obtain a concealed-carry permit. 

The 9th Circuit covers nine 
Western states, but California and 
Hawaii are the only ones in which the 
ruling will have any practical effect. The 
others do not require permit applicants 
to cite a "good cause." Anyone in those 
states with a clean record and no 
history of mental illness can get a 
permit. 

The case began in 2009, 
when Edward Peruta filed a legal 
challenge over the San Diego County 
sheriff's refusal to issue him a permit. 

Peruta challenged the law 
because he believed it violated the 
Constitution. The NRA joined him in 
fighting the law. 

The San Diego Sheriffs 
Department said Thursday that since 
the 9th Circuit tossed out the law two 
years ago, it has received 2,463 
applications from people seeking a 
concealed-weapon permit without 
having to show good cause. 

Sheriffs lawyer Robert 
Faigan said the department hasn't 
processed those applications and will 
continue to hold on to them while it 
waits to see what the Supreme Court 
does. 

- Associated Press June 10, 2016 

Lashing out at the familiar 
bogeyman, the NRA 

By David French 

ISIS has learned the West’s 
true vulnerability. A free society simply 
can’t police everyone, and propaganda 
will yield jihadists who are ready to kill 
with any and all weapons. The Paris 
attacks were conducted in a nation with 
far tighter gun controls than in the 
United States, and it resulted in more 
than twice the casualties of Orlando. 

The gun-control debate is 
nothing more than a destructive 
distraction. Is there a single viable gun- 
control proposal of the last decade that 
would keep a committed jihadist from 
arming himself? Indeed, the gun- 
control debate keeps us from asking 
the very hard questions about how to 
defeat a movement that’s based not 
just in a jihadist army that holds 
territory but also in an ancient religious 
idea that has never gone away. 


Focusing on jihad means 
looking Islam in the face. Focusing on 
jihad means rethinking long-held 
assumptions about policy, politics, and 
liberal coalitions. Focusing on jihad 
means recognizing that many Muslim 
members of the leftist coalition truly 
hate the LGBT side of the liberal 
alliance. 

And so progressives are left 
with gun control as a unifying 
argument. They can’t resolve the 
irresolvable tension between 
championing Islam while also 
championing LGBT rights, so they punt. 
They lash out at the National Rifle 
Association, the familiar bogeymen. But 
terrorists don’t care. NRA or no NRA, 
they’ll keep trying to kill Americans, and 
they’ll keep succeeding until we finally 
wake up and realize that guns aren’t 
the enemy — jihadists are. 

-- National Review June 13, 2016 

Gun company shares rise 
after tragedy 

Shares of gun and 
ammunition companies rose Monday 
following the mass shooting tragedy in 
Florida. 

The stock of Smith & Wesson, 
a manufacturer of handguns, rifles and 
other firearms, was 7.7% higher in 
morning trading. Shares of Sturm, 
Ruger, a leading manufacturer of 
commercial sporting market firearms, 
rose 9.7% 

Investors sent the companies' 
shares higher after at least 50 were 
killed and 53 more were wounded 
during a Sunday massacre at Pulse, a 
popular gay nightclub in Orlando. The 
incident is the worst mass shooting in 
U.S. history. 

Stocks of gun companies 
typically rise after shooting attacks 
amid anticipation that the incidents 
could prompt some Americans to buy 
weapons for self-protection. 

Additionally, calls for gun 
control could spark firearm purchases 
by buyers anticipating potential sale 
restrictions on handguns and rifles. 

- USA Today June 13, 2016 
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